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DISEIPSUIE Reguirements
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“website for publicinspection:

2. Whether the'RBOs have ‘met’ or ‘not met’ each of the
Grading Criteria:

= Positive Working Capital

s Positive TNE

= 959% Claims Timeliness

= IBNR Methodology/Estimates

s Cash-to-Claims ratio (effective 1/1/06)




[EMDjselostre Requirements
N(Continued)

ative working capital ratio calculated by DMHC

A'list ofFallFRBEOs that have not filed either a
fimancial strvey or compliance statement to date.

Aggregated data that enables consumers to assess
an RBO’s relative financial viability in a format
consistent with confidentiality requirements.




";I"Ef C 'II'dispIay the RBO's
EREEISuVEY Data including:
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= Region
= County
= Reporting ke

= FYE
= Working Capital (Met / Not Met)

» DMHC Calculated - Relative
Working Capital

= TNE (Met / Not Met)
» DMHC Calculated - Relative TNE

= Cash-to-Claims ratio (effective

1/1/2006 shown as Met / Not
Met)

= 05% Claims Timeliness (Met / Not
\[<19)

= Actual Claims Timeliness %

= [BNR Methodology/Estimates (Met
/ Not Met)

= \Whether a CAP is required

= Whether CAP is implemented or in
progress

= Whether compliant with final CAP
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IDMECWIll display the RBO's

oiipliacerStatement Data:
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County,

Repo;g'@eriod
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Working Capital (Met / Not Met)
TNE (Met / Not Met)

Cash-to-Claims (effiective 1/1/2006 shown as Met / Not
Met)

95% Claims Timeliness (Met / Not Met)
IBNR Estimates

Claims Timeliness percentage
If DMHC Required RBO to file Quarterly Financial Survéy
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"DMIFC sliblishia summary of
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comparative aggregated financial data
Including:

= AVerages

- Statewide and Regional comparisons




Region 1
Butte
Colusa

Dal Norte
Glenn
Humbaldt
Lake
Lassan
Mendocinog
Modoc
Flumas
Shasta
Sierra
Siskiyou
Tahama
Trinity

Region 2
Alameda
Amador

Contra Costa

El Darado
Marin

Napa
Mevada
Placer
Sacramento

San Francisco

San Joaquin
S5an Mataa
Lanta Clara
Santa Cruz
Solano
Sonoma
Suttar

Yolo

Yuba

Region 3
Alpine
Calaveras
Fresno
Inyo
Kings
Madera
Mariposa
Marcad
Mono
Monterey
San Benito
Stanislaus
Tulara
Tuolumne

Regian 4
Kern

San Luis Qhispa
Santa Barbara
Region 5

Los Angeles

Orange
Ventura

Region &6
Riverside
San Barnardino

Regron 7
Imperial
S5an Diego




DMHC's RBO Regional and
Statewide Summary

Summary of Reported RBO Data

STATEWIDE | REGION 1| REGION 2 | REGION 3 | REGION 4 | REGION 5 | REGION 6 | REGION 7

Number of RBOs reporting financial surveys 61 0 30 5 4 90 23 9
Number of RBOs reporting compliance statements 36 1 5 1 0 23 2 4
Number of Non-filing RBOs (based upon inhouse data) 20 0 2 0 0 6 1 1
Number of RB Os non-compliant with the working capital requirement “u 0 5 1 0 6 2 0
Numperof RB Os non-compliant with the Tangible Net Equity (TNE) u 0 4 ’ 0 5 2 1
requirement
Number or RBOS non-compliant with the cash-to-claims requirement (ef n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

. i i 0, i i i
NumberofRBOs non-compliant with the 95%claims timeliness 4 0 ) 0 0 1 0 1
requirement
NumperofRBOs non-compliant with the IBNR methodology 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
requirement
Average relative working capital ratio 165 0 155 0.84 171 172 195 15
Average relative TNE ratio 176 0 198 101 2.34 171 2.04 125
Average cash-to-claims requirement (eff. 7706) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Average claims timeliness percentage 98.42 0 99.00 98.98 985 98.48 98.73 94.38
Average claims timeliness for those RBO reported non-compliant with 5138 0 495 0 0 87 0 69
95%
Number of RBOs meeting all grading criteria u1 0 25 3 4 81 21 7
Number of RBOs non-compliant with 1(one) grading criteria 9 0 1 1 0 5 0 2
Number of RBOs non-compliant with 2 (two) grading criteria 9 0 2 1 0 4 2 0
Number of RBOs non-compliant with 3 (three) grading criteria 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Number of RBOs non-compliant with 4 (four) grading criteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of RB Os non-compliant with all grading criteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Corrective Action Plans (CAP) required 9 0 4 2 0 9 2 2
Number of CAPs inthe development process 19 0 4 2 0 9 2 2
Number of CAPs approved by the Department 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of RBOs compliant with approved CAP n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Number of RBOs non-compliant with approved CAP n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Note: The data herein is evolving as DMHC and RB O staff work together to ensure correct filings.




;,ﬂ(ﬁ}r- FmanC|aI Survey

reportlng financial surveys
Os reperting compliance statements
ling RBOs (based upoen in-house data)
NUumber nmen-compliant with the working capital
requi it
Number off RBOs non-compliant with the Tangible Net Equity
(TNE) reguirement

Number of RBOs non-compliant with the cash-to-claims
requirement (effective 1/1/2006)

Number of RBOs non-compliant with the 95% claims timeliness
requirement

Number of RBOs non-compliant with the IBNR methodology
requirement




FiRancial Survey
€gion) continued

= Averagelclaims timeliness percentage

= Average claims timeliness for those RBOs that
reported nomn-compliance with the 95% claims
timeliness requirement
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C) krrr- Financial Survey
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tE- £e) (J 3@10n) continued

s meetngl all grading criteria
Number -
NUumber

on-compliant withi 1 (one) grading criteria
nen-compliant with 2 (two) grading criteria
INUm non- '

BOs nen-compliant with 3 (three) grading criteria
Number off RB@s mon-compliant with 4 (four) grading criteria

Number of RBOs non-compliant with all grading criteria
Number of Corrective Action Plans (CAP) required
Number of CAPs in the development process

Number of CAPs approved by the Department
Number of RBOs compliant with approved CAP

Number of RBOs non-compliant with approved CAP




